
Chapter 3 

3. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation methodology describes the overall evaluation strategy, the types of

evaluation instruments utilised and the methods adopted for data analysis.

3.1 Evaluation strategy

The evaluation strategy adopts two distinct phases, an open inquiry phase and an audit

review phase. In the first stage of the open inquiry, an annotated summary of the literature

(Appendix 3) revealed an array of community participation performance indicators and

evaluation instruments adopted in international studies since the 1970s. Little research

specifically related to community participation in forest management was found. In addition,

SFNSW internal policies, reports, files and documents were examined to gain an insight into

the history behind the Morisset CCP and the agency's policies and procedures.

A desire to raise community awareness of the MFDEIS was among the earliest identified

expectations of both the study team and participants. To measure this expectation, telephone

polls of 100 randomly selected residents of the study area were conducted in January and

December 1995. To complement these telephone polls, the district forest rangers also

conducted a survey of 163 forest visitors between June 1995 and March 1996. This market

research served as an indicator of the effectiveness of media coverage. The early

identification of such preliminary expectations, and the subsequent development of suitable

measurement instruments, provided an opportunity to monitor performance changes

throughout the CCP.

The open inquiry then focused attention on the CCG, the main vehicle for consultation

throughout the CCP, by administering a series of open-ended participant questionnaires at

each of the four CCG meetings. The purpose of these questionnaires was to identify the

expectations of the CCG, which would eventually become the evaluation criteria in the audit

review phase. The open ended questions encouraged the respondents to state in their own

words the issues or concerns which they felt had value or importance. In addition,

throughout the course of the EIA, a daily diary was kept of all events associated with the

CCP including ongoing monitoring of any media coverage, telephone calls, correspondence,
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formal and informal meetings, and any other related interactions between the study team and

the community. Moreover, a focus group meeting was held with four key members of the

CCG exploring general feelings about community consultation in state forest management

and, in particular, opinions on the Morisset CCP.

After the 4th CCG questionnaire responses had been returned, qualitative data collected

from open inquiry questionnaires, correspondence, newsletters, telephone conservations and

other sources of information were collated into a database. A content analysis was then

conducted to derive the process and outcome evaluation criteria which would be the basis

for the audit review phase of the evaluation. While the open inquiry had been primarily

qualitative, the audit review would be primarily quantitative in nature, utilising a closed

questionnaire to measure the satisfaction of the CCG with all evaluation criteria. This final

survey was administered after the EIS open day. The audit review questionnaire indicated

which evaluation criteria had been fulfilled, and which had failed, based on the proportion of

respondent satisfaction. Finally, both open inquiry and audit review data were used to

identify CCP strengths and weaknesses.

3.2 Evaluation instruments

The complexity of the variables in the CCP case study required a multi-faceted approach

utilising both qualitative and quantitative evaluation instruments including self-completion

questionnaires, personal and focus group interviewing, record keeping, observations, market

research and content analysis. Because the evaluation incorporates a variety of data sources,

correlation or cross referencing of data validates findings and supports conclusions. The

main instrument, however, is the evaluator who is privy to interaction, observation and

feedback from the perspective of both the participant and the provider (Windsor et al. 1984).

3.2.1 Self-completion questionnaires

Self-completion questionnaires, instruments that respondents complete without an

interviewer, are both convenient and cost-effective for collecting data from a large number

of people in a short time (Windsor et al. 1984). Both open ended and closed questionnaires

were developed for this case study.
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Open inquiry questionnaires

These surveys, both qualitative and quantitative, combined open ended questions with

agreement scales and numerical estimates. The questionnaires were used to gauge the level

of satisfaction of the CCG to each phase of the CCP, the value the CCG placed in each

phase and most importantly to solicit the expectations of the CCG members in their own

words. Each open inquiry survey consisted of a brief two page questionnaire containing 8 or

9 simple questions (Appendix 4 to Appendix 7). The questionnaires were distributed to each

CCG member at the end of each meeting along with a covering letter and a stamped self

addressed envelope. The second and third surveys also included a summary of the previous

survey results to provide feedback to CCG members, encouraging their continued

participation.

During the first community meeting held in February 1995, the evaluator addressed the

newly formed CCG and briefed them on the proposed evaluation case study, its purpose and

the role of the CCG in the research project. CCG members were asked to support the

research project by completing a short open ended questionnaire after each consecutive

meeting and to forward their response in the stamped envelope supplied. For each of these

open inquiry questionnaires the respondents were asked to provide their name so that the

evaluator could link each comment to an interest group. The respondents were assured of

full confidentiality and at no time were the authors of any comments made known to either

the other study team members or the CCG.

The questionnaires probed a wide range of issues and explored emerging themes in the

qualitative data. The focus of the first questionnaire was to gain an insight into each CCG

member's:

• motivation for being part of the CCP (questions 1 and 3);

• understanding of the role of the CCG (question 2);

• CCP objectives and expectations (questions 2, 4 and 5);

• confidence in the agency (question 7); and

• overall impression of the meeting (question 8).

The second questionnaire contained questions on both the forest field trip and the 2nd CCG

meeting. First questionnaire responses ( Appendix 8) revealed certain common issues which

36



were further explored in the next questionnaire. In particular, the second questionnaire

focused on the CCG members' views regarding:

• the value of the forest field trip and 2nd CCG meeting (questions 1, 2 and 7);

• the important points arising from the 2nd CCG meeting (question 3);

• the kinds of information that should be provided to and sought from the CCG (questions

4 and 5);

• the amount of time they had spent discussing the EIS (question 6);

• the next activity the CCG should undertake (question 8); and

• their overall impression of the meeting (question 9).

The responses of the second questionnaire (Appendix 9) provided more themes influencing

the design of the next questionnaire. The third CCG questionnaire solicited CCG member's

views on:

• the value of the 3rd CCG meeting (question 1);

• the most important or interesting aspects of the meeting (questions 2 and 4);

• whether they managed to get their viewpoint across (question 3)

• their interactions with the study team and other CCG members (questions 5 and 6);

• the amount of time they had spent discussing the EIS (question 7); and

• their overall impression of the meeting (question 8).

The 4th CCG questionnaire (and the last of the open inquiry surveys) was administered in

July 1995. The final open ended questionnaire focused on CCG member's opinion

regarding:

• the value of the 4th CCG meeting (question 1);

• the events that took place during the meeting (question 2);

• the overall CCP so far (question 3);

• the performance of the CCG (question 4);

• the amount of time they had spent discussing the EIS (question 5);

• their overall impression of the meeting (question 6).

• their confidence in the agency (question 7); and
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• what the evaluation should focus on next (question 8)

The responses of the third and fourth CCG questionnaires (Appendix 10 and Appendix 11)

were compiled with previous response data and further analysed to define the evaluation

criteria for the audit review.

Audit review questionnaire

The prime purpose of the audit review questionnaire was to place a quantitative value on

each of the evaluation criteria (CCG expectations) derived from the qualitative open inquiry

surveys. A likert or agreement scale (Henerson, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon 1987) questionnaire

was developed. Each evaluation criterion was worded in a positive statement requiring a

response of strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree or undecided (Appendix 12).

The secondary function of the audit review was the collection of basic demographic data on

the CCG members. Respondents were asked to indicate which age group they belonged to,

the highest level of education attained and whether they were members of any other

committee (Appendix 13).

In contrast to the open inquiry questionnaires the audit review survey did not request the

name of the respondent. A coded mark was used to identify the author, again enabling the

responses to be analysed in terms of the author's interest group category if required. Two of

the respondents found it difficult to find the time to complete the questionnaire and preferred

to answer the questions over the telephone. For all questionnaires a combination of reminder

letters and follow-up telephone calls was used to increase the response rates and to clarify

any problems.

3.2.2 Market research

One of the earliest identified community consultation expectations was that the public be

given adequate notice of the EIA project. The level of general community awareness was

used as a measure of this variable. The two market research instruments developed for

testing this hypothesis were telephone polls and recreation visitor surveys.

One hundred people, randomly selected from the 043 (Central Coast) and 049 (Newcastle,

Lower Hunter and Lake Macquarie) telephone directories, were surveyed on 29th January
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1995 (Appendix 14) and again after the last official CCG gathering on 16th December 1995

(Appendix 15). Each telephone number was selected by computer-generated page, column

and row numbers, each being called in the order it was selected. If a number was

unanswered it was left until all the remaining numbers were tried, at which point the

interviewer returned to the start of the list and rang the previously unanswered numbers in

order.

To complement the telephone polls, a central location survey (Windsor et al. 1984) was

conducted by local forest rangers in the main picnic and camping areas in the Watagan

Mountains. Recreation visitors were arbitrarily selected by forest rangers and asked to

answer three simple questions:

• Did you know that State Forests was preparing an environmental impact statement

for these state forests ?

• Where are you from ?

• What was your source of information regarding the EIS (if applicable)?

Responses were entered on recording sheets (Appendix 16) and later collated by the

evaluator.

3.2.3 Record keeping

Windsor et al. (1984) maintain that a daily record of what happened provides a valuable

reference source, minimising the risks associated with memory loss over time and the need

for recalling past events. Record keeping served three main functions: firstly it enabled the

evaluator to keep track of daily progress; secondly it served as an effective tool for

documenting interactions between participants; and thirdly it provided a supplementary

source of qualitative information for the open inquiry phase of the evaluation. A daily diary

was kept by the evaluator from December 1994 to April 1996 (Appendix 17 & Appendix

18) which included the information listed below.

• All associated visits and telephone calls at the district office including issues and

topics of discussion.

• The amount of time spent in contact with the participants.
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• Participation numbers at each meeting and field trip.

• Media coverage.

• Significant program milestones, schedules and changes.

• Key quotes and comments from participants.

Moreover, all correspondence and written material associated with the MFDEIS, including

office letters, reports, documents, publications, newsletters, meeting minutes, press releases,

newspaper articles and the EIS itself, was reviewed. One of the more useful documents, an

independent CCG telephone survey conducted by one of the CCG members, complemented

the evaluation.

3.2.4 Interviews

Personal interviews, usually informal, unstructured and opportunistic, were conducted

throughout the course of the CCP, and occurred during telephone interviews or face to face

meetings with study team or CCG members. Notes were taken either during or immediately

after these conversations. These interviews were an important research resource for

exploring participant attitudes and opinions during the open inquiry component of the

evaluation. They also enabled the evaluator to investigate the reasons behind some of the

key questionnaire statements made by the CCG.

Focus group or discussion group (Windsor et al. 1984) meetings were conducted during the

open inquiry phase of the evaluation. Informal focus group interviews were held with the

study team at the end of each meeting and at the monthly study team meetings. These

discussions revolved around the results of the CCG questionnaires, the previous CCG

meeting and plans for the next meeting. In order to gain an overall feeling of how the CCP

was unfolding from the perspective of its most vocal critics, a participant focus group

meeting was held in September 1995 with four CCG members, including three conservation

representatives and one scientific/education representative. These participants, who had

publicly opposed the agency on several occasions, were considered to be opinion leaders

(Windsor et al. 1984). The meeting was informal, encouraging open and natural

conversation. In order to maintain the natural flow of the discussion, the interview was

recorded on a voice activated tape allowing the interviewer to concentrate and respond
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without the distraction of constant note taking. After the meeting, the tape was played back

and key quotes and points summarised (Appendix 19).

3.2.5 Observations

Both structured time studies and informal observations were made throughout the CCP.

Analysis of the first open inquiry questionnaire indicated that the CCG members expected

each member and interest group to have equal input into the CCG. Consequently, a time

study or time sampling survey (Windsor et al. 1984) was conducted during the second and

third CCG meetings to measure the amount of time each member spent addressing the CCG.

The amount of speaking time per member was considered representative of their level of

input. In this context the proportion of speaking time was used as an indication of the

variation of participant domination in meetings. Up to 4 observers recorded the amount of

time each member (including the study team and other SFNSW staff) spoke in time intervals

of less than 1 minute, 1 to 3 minutes, or greater than 3 minutes (Appendix 20). Each

observer was briefed on the purpose of the observational survey and how to register the

information on the recording sheet. The proportion of the total available time that each

individual or interest group had consumed during the meeting was derived from these data.

Another purpose of the observational instrument was to record type and degree of

interaction among participants. Again, open inquiry analysis indicated that CCG members

expected to be treated fairly and equally by the study team and other members. Behavioural

data were recorded during the second and third CCG meetings, ensuring that observers made

observations and not interpretations (Montgomery 1986), and that assessments were covert

and non-obtrusive (Windsor et al. 1984). Behavioural observations were one of many group

processes recorded. The observers also made general observations regarding the venue, the

seating arrangements of the CCG, the activities conducted, the atmosphere of the meetings,

the activities which took place, and any significant quotes from the participants. At the end

of each meeting, the observers recorded their general impressions of the meeting and

expanded on their notes. Appendix 21 to Appendix 23 summarise the observational time

study data.
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3.2.6 Content analysis

A content analysis system, adapted from the USDA Forest Service 'Content Summary

Analysis' (USDA Forest Service 1992) and Todinvolve' (Clark & Stankey 1976) systems,

was developed to analyse the large amount of qualitative data generated from the open

inquiry phase of the evaluation. This system provides an objective, systematic and traceable

method of summarising and documenting qualitative public responses. The theory behind

this content analysis system is that every qualitative statement or comment can be

categorised into groups of similar concepts or themes. The themes uncovered in this study

became the evaluation criteria used in the audit review.

Content analysis was used to uniformly process the diverse range of qualitative data

collected during the open inquiry. Initially, each comment or sentence was entered into a

computer spreadsheet and allocated a separate row. The next five columns within each row

were used to record the following details:

Column 1 - the source of the comment, eg. CCG survey No.1 (S1), correspondence (let),

telephone conversation (ph) etc.;

Column 2 - the question number if the source was a questionnaire;

Column 3 - the interest group the author belonged to, eg. Conservation (Conserv), Forest

related industry (For.Indust) and Scientific/Education (Sci/Edu);

Column 4 - a personal identifier number if the author was a member of the CCG; and

Column 5 - a key word indicating the subject matter, eg. biodiversity, industry etc.

In addition to the above housekeeping information, the comments were further segregated

into groupings based on the subject matter and central theme of the statement. Each sentence

was subsequently analysed and coded in terms of the following criteria:

Column 6- whether the idea related to a process (Pro) or outcome (Out) issue or if it was

miscellaneous or irrelevant (Misc).

Column 7 - the subject of the comment, i.e. whether the statement referred to the study team

or the agency (ST), the Community Consultation Group (CCG) or was

personally related to the author (Pers).
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Column 8 - whether the issue was related to the EIA process in general (EIA) or the

community consultation process specifically (Cons).

Column 9 - whether the subject was an issue of performance (Per) or accountability (Acc).

Performance related to the effectiveness of activities while accountability related

to equity, honesty and other moral issues.

Column 10 - an indication of the manner in which the statement or comment was made, i.e.

positive (+) or negative (-). This was particularly important for comments which

were made sarcastically and may have been misinterpreted out of context.

The decision flow chart used for columns 6 to 10 is illustrated in Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1 Content analysis decision flow chart
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Once every comment had been categorised and coded, the spreadsheet was then converted to

a database. This provided the advantage of being able to sort the data by any criteria (code)

combination. For example, if the evaluator wanted to review the conservation group

representative's comments regarding the CCG's performance, a search of the database

would be undertaken on the criteria of column 3 = Conserv, column 6 = Pro, column 7 =

CCG and column 9 = Per. This system offered the advantage of quick access and retrieval of

categorised qualitative data.

The next stage of the content analysis involved a review of the central themes of the

qualitative data. The database was sorted by each criteria combination and the grouped

comments were analysed for common themes. Each emerging theme was written down on a

sheet of paper and a mark placed in a spare column adjacent to each comment in the

database to keep track of which comments had been analysed. New ideas or themes were

recorded as a paraphrased statement summarising the main issue. In this way each comment

was systematically assessed and accounted for.

An assumption was made that participant's comments were a reflection of what they

considered to be important or of some value. For example, if someone had commented that

the process of selecting the CCG members had been unfair, this was interpreted as the theme

of fair selection of the CCG. This theme would indicate that some people clearly held the

belief that fair selection of the CCG was of some value and, therefore, had an expectation

that the CCG would be selected in a fair and equitable manner. The expectations (evaluation

criteria) generated from the content analysis formed the basis of a conceptual model of what

the CCG's ideal CCP was supposed to look like (process) and what it was supposed to

achieve (outcomes).

3.2.7 Evaluation model development

The themes generated from the content analysis of the qualitative open inquiry data formed

the basic variables for conceptual process and outcome evaluation models. These models

serve two important functions. Firstly, they identified the evaluation hypothesis and

indicated the variables which, if satisfied, would convince the evaluator that the process was

conducted adequately and that the outcomes were achieved. Secondly, the construction of

the models helped to set the direction of the overall evaluation. The process and outcome
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models (Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3 respectively), helped to focus the research by defining the

evaluation hypotheses and indicating which key variables required measurement in the audit

review phase of the evaluation.
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Process Evaluation Criteria Performance
Target

Performance Indicator Performance Measures
Qualitative	 1 Quantitative

OS

All EIA procedures are of high quality
Survey and analysis methodologies used for the EIA tire technically correct 4)

--	 -- -

0. Baseline environmental data is sound 1/44)

4 - AU likely impacts are addressed sufficiently 1/44) IM
171	 0 -

ti,
Enough time is allocated to complete the EIS correctly 4) 0
The EIS complements current state government policy 1/4.

E	 li
„,o	 .., -,. The EIA planning process is transparent, unbiased, objective and process oriented .43 0

*;izw
:
1

(8)

The Study_Team is competent and professional in undertaking the EIA
The consultants are adequately qualified

-t

Information dissemination
The public has sufficient notice of the EIA Project's existence Media coverage & background awareness 4i IA 0 2 CA W
Participants are sufliciently aware of their role and how to participate most effectively + 4) 0
Participants are well informed of their likely influence on the EIS + 4) 0 1
The EIA process and procedures are adequately explained to participants + 4)
Participants are kept informed of I ilA progress and any changes in circumstances affecting the EIA • 4.) 0 2
Participants have sufficient access to information 4) 0

l CU
4.6et

All relevant_participant_questions and data requests are adequately answered 	 ., 4) 0
Participants are Oven enough information describing the environment 4) 0 21
Stakeholders have sufficient information for them to participate with informed opinion + 4J 0 El

g Participants are provided with timely information + 4) 0
The information provided to participants is in an understandable form
Participants have enoughtime to digest and comprehend the information provided
 Interaction and discussion

+
4•

4) 0
E
RI
{2,0

Eil iz
2:....

g
0

at

4J t

The Study Team interacts well with the CCG • k<tn	 a7' 2 iii
There is adequate two-waycornmunication and open dialogue between participants and the Study Team
Participants have adequate, easy and informal access to the Stud Team 	

+
+

c)6/'i..a1: s=
0
42 Number of formal & informal contacts 4.. 3	 © t a

-41.6 0C.) The CCG and Study Team are exposed to the full range of stakeholder viewpoints +

:'ES
Participant viewpoints are sufficiently understood, acknowledged and appreciated by others
There is sufficient discussion of key issues and concerns

•
4) 0

2

la There is sufficient discussion on the range of alternative proposals available 4) 0
0 There is adequate discussion of the criteria for selecting_the_preferred_proposal cqt 0

(..) Meetings and field trips are well run + Value ratings & attendance records •:43	 6,,'	 0 El	 ID
Involvement and input

Participants have sufficient opportunity for interaction, input and involvement • 43 0
receive sufficient feedback and acknowleximent of their input_Participants

CCG members have adequate involvement in the EIA process Attendance records 4) 0 EH UZI
The selection process for the CCG is fair and reasonable 4. 1/441!) 	 0
Participants are treated fairly and equally by the Study Team 1/44-)	 0 El - ------- ----4) 0Participants have equal opportunity for input _

k
	

The information provided by the Study -ream is not deliberately misleading _ _•-	 --
The Study Team addresses all relevant issues and comments raised by participants 4.) 0I The Study "Feam is professional in conducting the community consultation process • 43 _____________

.,..	 The consultation process is open and balanced 4) 0
'pie Study Team is genuine in seeking community input 4)
The Study team adopts the CC(I's recommendations
State forests do not undertake other activities that could undermined the consultation process ar.

_

The CCG sufficiently comments on the adequacy of EIA surveys, reports, mitigation prescriptions and other data +

43 0
1:3
eu

4...et
im.ol

8g
1
.a.

The CCG supplies sufficient local knowledge, expertise, and scientific / technical data not already available to
the Study team

The CCG adequately_ modifies the consultation process to suit members

+

.1.
AIJ	 fil	 a/'
1/443	 113 H

CIJ

+ 4)	 ELI	 et,f' M
g

The CCG brings significant pressure to bear on the Study Team 	 .

0444 The CCG adequately performs the role of community watchdog + 4)	 6,/' M ID

01.4
Accountability towards each other__

CCG members 	 each other fairly and equally + Behavioural observations 43	 6.7' 0 El
CCG members interact and participle eclually • Proportion of contact time & speaking time 4) ev' M al o,cc
The CCG's input is not dominated byany interest group 	 Proportion of contact time & speaking time 4J ev' 0 E	 Ea o,r>= •

+ 4) 0 20 CCG members share and acknowledged each others viewpoint
...= Accountability towards the study team
CI

4..1 The CCG is cooperative and non adversarial + 4)	 6,7' El
=w) ._

il--_-:
The CCG answer all the Study Team's questions and data requests + 4)	 ELI
Information provided bythe CCG is not deliberately misleading

0 t CCG members maintain an objective and balanced approach + 4t 0
C.) 1 CCG members give the EIA a fair chance and reasonable opportunity to succeed • 4.) 0
.4” ,.t) CCG members are flexible to compromise and negotiation •43 0 

•=I CCG members put forward realistic recommendations for alternative proposals + .	 _ _ 4) 0 _
= Accountability towards the wider community
E The CCG is truly representative of the wider community CCG versus community sociodemographics 1/4.	 . .
e The CCG is representative of a broad cross section of community interests, views and concerns CCG versus community attitudes 4) R St
0 CCG members adequately consult the wider conununtf and provides feedback to the Study Team. + CCG time spent consulting community 43 0 M
(.) The CCG is active in the local community + CCG time spent consulting community FA

The CCG gives a clear direction of which alternative the community wants
The wider community is satisfied with the performance of the CCG El

4.
=

[Participants adequately identify the range of stakeholder expectations, preferences and priorities
Participants adequately represent their interest group's expectations,_preferences and priorities +

,

• — — - ---CTI	 ^CS Participants educate other uninformed Ca; members and correct misunderstandings
11:11	 CI.)

•	 P.	 4...c.0	 cc....	 ,...,
t	 C1'4;..0:1

Participants gain mutual support from other Cal members with similar interests
Participants are able to identify threats to their interest group to better focus their lobby efforts
Participants sufficiently influence the opinions of other CCG members regarding the preferred proposal

+
+

1/4_

.•_KI
Discussion time between CCG members1:/.4 Participants successfully lobby CCG support for their interests group's case

Participants sufficiently influence the Study Team's opinion regarding the preferred proposal ° 4) 67' 0

Key: + The majority of CCG members are satisfied this criteria was adequately attained
41 Open-ended questionnaires
M Closed questionnaires

Record keeping
Market Research - telephone polls and forest visitor surveys

a/ Observations - behavioural observations and time studies
0 Interviews - informal and focus group

Figure 3-2 Process Evaluation Model
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Outcome Objective Performance Measures Performance Indicator Evaluation Instruments
Qualitative	 Quantitative

To be recognised in the community as being
environmentally responsible and competent forest
managers

To defend and protect respective interest group interests

To achieve gains for our respective interest group

To be better prepared for future action if necessary

To improve personal knowledge

To establish new and useful contacts

To complete a meaningful and worthwhile community
consultation process

To develop a publicly supported preferred proposal

To complete an Environmental Impact Statement which
meets the reasonable expectations of stakeholders

To contribute to respective interest group's long term goals

To gain useful information for other pursuits and forums

To achieve personal objectives

There is a positive shift in CCG
opinion regarding State Forests
of NSW

The majority of CCG agree that State Forests are
environmentally responsible and competent forest
managers

A community contact database is established. The
majority of CCG members consider they have
established new and useful contacts 

The majority of CCG agree that the community
consultation process was meaningful and worthwhile.

The majority of CCG members are satisfied with the
preferred proposal
The majority of CCG members are satisfied that the
EIS meets their expectations
The majority of CCG members are satisfied that they
protected their interest group interests
The majority of CCG members are satisfied that they
achieved gains for their interest group

The majority of CCG members are satisfied that they
are better prepared for future action if necessary

The majority of CCG members agree that their
personal knowledge improved as a result of the
consultation process
The majority of CCG members consider they have
gained useful information for other pursuits and
forums

The majority of CCG members are satisfied that they
achieved their personal objectives.

The majority of CCG members consider that the EIA
contributed to their interest group long term goals

E
a)
I-

w

Attrition loss of CCG members

cED

421

[ID

i;s43

C)0
3
3
3

C)0
U)

rrrt

2;
C

	 I

To establish longterm community participation in flora and
fauna monitoring A community driven monitoring program is established

Members of the CCG show an
interest in establishing a
monitoring program

Key :
j Records and files - evidence in office documents, reports and correspondence

Observational Data - Group behaviour and time study observations
4) Open Ended Questionnaire - administered to CCG members after each meeting
E Closed Questionnaire - after the last CCG meeting

Figure 3-3 Outcome Evaluation Model	 48



3.3 Limitations of the evaluation

The evaluation design adopted for this study did not lend itself easily to the standard scientific

method for several reasons.

• The case study dealt with a complex socio-political process. Windsor et al. (1984) argue

that the traditional control test approach to scientific research is not easily adapted to the

vagaries of political influences found in evaluation. Herman et al. (1987) support this

view adding that evaluations are partly political, partly social and partly technical.

• While the scientific method tests hypotheses, this evaluation was more concerned with

generating hypotheses. The purpose of the evaluation was not to conclusively prove cause

and effect relationships, but to generate theory on the strengths and weaknesses of the

CCP for the purpose of recommending improvements.

• The subjects of the case study, the CCG members, were a statistically small sample size

and were not randomly selected; the option of establishing a control group was not

available.

Irrespective of the difficulty in adopting a controlled experimental design for this case study,

there were other limitations of the evaluation. Limitations include external factors or events

beyond the control of the evaluator, but which influence the course of an evaluation (Burton

1977). The evaluation was constrained by a number of other factors including the timing of

the EIA and CCP, the extent to which State Forests were willing to support the study, the

limited resources (labour and budget) available to the evaluator, and the lack of previously

proven evaluation models and applied techniques.

The scope of this evaluation does not include an assessment of the post EIS exhibition phase

in which public submissions are received and processed by DUAP. Instead the evaluation is

limited to the community participation process under the direct control of SFNSW.

The evaluation was also constrained by external confounds. Fitz-Gibbon and Morris (1987)

define confounds as any extraneous event, occurring simultaneously with a program, which

could be expected to influence a program's outcome measures. For example, the State
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• Concurrent validity is reflected in the similarity of results from different instruments

designed to measure the same variable (Henerson et al. 1987). Trends in the data were

assessed using cross referencing of data. For example, time study observations supported

the self-completion questionnaire results relating to CCG member participation

imbalances. Multiple evaluation instruments and cross correlation of qualitative and

quantitative data enhances the validity and credibility of findings by eliminating the

narrow focus of a single data source (Patton 1987).

• Bias is a form of invalidity (Suchman 1967). Six areas of potential bias were identified in

this evaluation.

Obtrusive measurements. This refers to measurements, such as telephone polls,

questionnaires and formal interviews, whereby people are aware of being studied

(Patton 1987). Windsor et al. (1984) argue that because respondents are aware of being

evaluated, they may suspect judgement and may hide their true opinions, resulting in

bias responses. In addition, they warn of the phenomenon of ' role selection' where

respondents anticipate what the interviewer expects of them, or what they feel is

socially desirable, and then respond accordingly. They suggest the less obtrusive (or

obvious) the interviewer, the less impact the observer will have on the behaviour of the

respondents. In an attempt to lessen this bias, unobtrusive methods such as record

keeping, informal interviews, and hidden group observations were also used.

Interviewer bias. Windsor et al. (1984) argue that interviewer bias may result from the

fact that the interviewer knows the specific hypothesis being tested and may influence

or misinterpret events to suit a predetermined theory. This bias was reduced by

developing the evaluation hypotheses after the open inquiry phase of the evaluation.

Evaluator validity. Any evaluation will inherently reflect the values of the evaluator

which in turn are shaped by various social and political pressures (Suchman 1967 and

Morgenstern et al. 1979). Herman et al. (1987) allege that personal relationships forged

between the evaluator and evaluees may also provide sources of evaluator bias. They

argue that the process of planning and conducting an evaluation often requires rapport,

trust, and frequent interaction with planners and participants, yet the processes leading
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to such rapport may colour an evaluator's perspective. Moreover, Wadsworth (1991)

advocates that evaluation studies are not only value-laden but strongly value-driven .

The value or worth is not inherent in what is being evaluated but is a human judgement

made by the observer. The views of other people are ultimately, and inescapably subject

to the evaluator's personal motivations, beliefs and values.

The personal relationships forged between the evaluator and evaluees may also have

inadvertantly influenced the overall effectiveness of the CCP in several ways.

• the evaluation process brought particpants into greater contact with the EIS study

team (via the researcher) than would have normally occurred in the CCP. This may

have had the effect of improving communication between planners and participants.

• the additional interactions brought about by the evaluation fostered greater trust and

rapport between the study team and the CCG participants than would have developed

through the CCP alone, and no doubt gave some credence to the sincerity of the EIA

study team in seeking communty participation.

• CCG members may have confused CCP interactions with evaluation interactions,

which may have influenced their opinions on the CCP. Knowing that the evaluator

was also a member of the EIA study team, participants may have felt that by sharing

their frustrations and concerns with the evaluator they would also influence the CCP.

Therefore, it is likely that some CCG members considered the open inquiry surveys

to be an alternative avenue for influencing the study team. As the evaluator was also

involved in developing the CCP with the rest of the study team, any influence on the

evaluator may have also influenced the development of the CCP.

• The formative value of the evaluation, provided through regular CCG survey

feedback summaries to both the CCG and the study team, provided ongoing insight

into participant concerns and enabled the study team to more quickly respond to key

issues providing an opportunity to improve and adapt the CCP than would otherwise

have been the case. A concerted effort was made to separate the evaluation from the

CCP. Raw survey data was never passed onto anyone other than the evaluator, and

the source of quotes summarised in survey feedbacks were likewise never disclosed.

• It is also likely that the some evaluees would have identified the researcher as 'one

of them' (a State Forests employee) rather than as an impartial observer, and may

have been guarded in their responses to the survey instruments. The evaluees may
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have responded differently to the survey instruments if they were unaware of the

researchers relationship with the EIA study team.

Given these factors it is difficult to separate the beneficial aspects of the evaluation from

those originating from the CCP alone. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, it was

assumed that the effects originating from the evaluation were not significant.

Conflict of interest. The relationship of the evaluator to the agency is a possible source

of bias with divided loyalties creating a potential conflict of interest. Herman et al.

(1987) maintain that objectivity may be compromised if the evaluator is required to

assess programs in which he or she has a personal or professional stake. However, due

to the fact that the evaluator was already an employee of the agency, the choice of

whether to have an internal or external evaluator was not an option. Further, although

supported by SFNSW, this study was neither commissioned nor requested by the

agency. The agency made no attempt to influence the research aims; the evaluator had

full independence in designing the evaluation.

Selection bias refers to the degree to which the sample respondents represent the

population from which they are chosen (Suchman 1967). Although the telephone poll

respondents were randomly selected from telephone directories there was a potential

bias in missing people without a telephone or with a silent or unlisted number, or who

had changed phone numbers since publication of the telephone book (Windsor et al.

1984). Reaching different segments of the population, depending on the time or day of

the call, was another source of potential bias.

Deliberate bias. The evaluation was prepared primarily from the viewpoint of the CCG

and not the study team and is, therefore, deliberately biased toward the participant

perspective. Further, the evaluation dealt mainly with participant perceptions of what

occurred and not necessarily what actually did occur. In most cases this was unavoidable

as perceptions and attitudes were the only performance measures available.
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3.3.1.2 Reliability

Reliability or precision refers to the predicability of the results if the same instrument was

applied a second time. A reliable instrument is one that measures what it is supposed to

measure consistently (Green & Lewis 1986 and Hawe et al. 1990). The following issues

relate to problems associated with instrument reliability.

• Inter-rater reliability reflects the amount of variation in a result due to differences in

interviewers or observers (Green & Lewis 1986). This source of error was not a

significant problem in this study as, with the exception of the workshop time study

observers and the forest rangers involved in interviewing forest visitors, the evaluation

was conducted primarily by the one evaluator. Further, Windsor et al. (1984) argue that

reliability tends to be higher for self-completion questionnaires as respondents are

exposed to the same instrument in the same way without interviewer effects.

• Questionnaire ambiguity may generate reliability errors through poorly structured

questions. An evaluator must assume that the respondent interprets the questions as

intended, that is, the questions are not misunderstood (Windsor et al. 1984), and that the

respondent has no reason to lie (Henerson et al. 1987). To avoid ambiguity problems,

written questionnaires and telephone polls were pilot tested with people not associated

with the program (Converse & Presser 1986). After each trial, the evaluator discussed any

problems or misinterpretations with the respondents to fine tune the instrument.

Ambiguous, leading or difficult questions were identified and minimised.

• A split-half reliability test (Morris, Fitz-Gibbon & Lindheim 1987) was used to calculate

correlation coefficients as a measure of the internal consistency of the audit review

questionnaire results. Four questions were repeated in paraphrased form within the audit

review questionnaire and results were analysed for consistency of response. While a

coefficient of 1.00 indicates perfect and consistent results between instrument

applications (Morris, Fitz-Gibbon and Lindheim 1987), correlation coefficients ranging

from 0.5 to 0.9 are considered acceptable for most evaluation instruments (Henerson et

al. 1987). The audit review questionnaire split-half reliability test revealed correlation

coefficients ranging from 0.51 to 0.84 (Appendix 24).
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• Instrument administration standards. To improve the reliability of the observational

time study, a coding sheet was developed with concise information on the kinds of data to

be collected. To avoid observer confusion, a simple recording form was designed

(Appendix 20). All observers were briefed on the purpose of the survey and the protocol

for recording data. Multiple observers were utilised only during the workshop exercise of

the third CCG meeting, each observer assessing a different work group. Unfortunately, as

no two observers assessed the same group, it was not possible to assess reliability of

observations between observers. The reliability of content summary analysis of

qualitative data was enhanced by the use of a systematic and traceable analysis

methodology (USDA Forest Service 1992). To improve the reliability of the focus group

interviews, a voice activated tape recorder was used and a transcript produced.

Despite the limitations on the evaluation, and the validity and reliability concerns of the

instruments, the strengths of this study lie in the mix of qualitative and quantitative data and

the cross-triangulation of varied data sources. The open inquiry approach provides greater

breadth and depth of evaluation than would otherwise be possible in a quantitative audit

review alone.
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